INTRODUCTION
The foundation of any account of social reality is an account of the nature of collective behavior, and in particular collective intentional behavior. Social practices and social interaction of any sort involve some form of collective intentional behavior essentially. If we do not understand the latter, we do not understand the former.
Collective intentional behavior is not just the aggregate or summation of individual intentional behavior. John Searle provides a vivid example of this in his paper "Collective Intentions and Actions" (1990; all citations to page numbers alone are to this article in the reprint in Searle 2002).
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Imagine that a group of people are sitting on the grass in various places in a park. Imagine that it suddenly starts to rain and they all get up and run to a common, centrally located shelter. Each person has the intention expressed by the sentence "I am running to the shelter." But for each person, we may suppose that his or her intention is independent of the intentions and behavior of others. In this case there is no collective behavior; there is just a sequence of individual acts that happen to converge on a common goal. Now imagine a case where a group of people in a park converge on a common point as a piece of collective behavior. Imagine that they are part of an outdoor ballet where the choreographer calls for the entire corps de ballet to converge on a common point. We can even imagine that the external bodily movements are indistinguishable in the two cases; the people running for shelter make the same types of bodily movements as the ballet dancers. (p. 92) The same movements, by the same people, may, on different occasions, be something they do intentionally as a group or only as individuals. The fundamental difference must lie with the differing intentions (and perhaps other attitudes) of the individuals on the two occasions, for everything else is constant.
To set out the basic issues that arise in the project of analyzing collective intentional behavior, let us begin by contrasting [3] . As the referent of the subject term in [1]-[3] is the intender and agent of the action in the individual case, so it seems, by analogy of form, we must accept that the referent of the subject term in [4]-[6] is the intender and agent in the collective case. Some philosophers have embraced this conclusion and sought to explain how we can make good sense of it (see, e.g., Copp 2006; Gilbert 2000; Tollefsen 2002; Stoutland 1997) . With Searle, I think this conclusion should be avoided if at all possible. We start with individuals and their intentions. In certain circumstances, typically those in which they wish to cooperate with one another, individuals conform their intentions to a common purpose. In these circumstances (which remain to be precisely delineated) we say they did something together intentionally. The difficulty is to see how to understand sentences such as [4]-[6] on the collective reading compatibly with this individualistic perspective.
Second, what is the psychology of collective intentional action? There are two principal subquestions that arise here.
